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GOVERNING TEACHER EDUCATION: THE CASE OF 
 TEACHER EDUCATION IN AUSTRALIA  
 
 Peter O'Brien 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
As with all areas of education in Australia in the last decade, the field of teacher education has been the 
site of a considerable degree of policy activity. During this time, a plethora of reports, discussion papers, 
agenda papers, conference papers, ministerial statements and so forth have been directed, mainly by the 
Commonwealth, at this particular field of education. In describing this policy activity, Knight, Lingard 
and Bartlett (1994), in their recent examination of developments in Australian teacher education policy 
in the postwar period, argue that the policy changes of the 1980s constitute a 'shift' from 
a policy conception of the teacher as an 'educated professional' to that of 'competent 
practitioner', and a concomitant policy shift in teacher preparation from 'professional 
education' to 'competent practice'. (1994, p.451) 
The policy ensemble comprising this shift, they maintain, constitutes a more 'instrumental approach to 
education and teacher education' (Knight et al., 1994, p.452)--one which, they say, has seen education 
and teacher education 'reconstituted'  
by the state, the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) and business interests as key 
elements of a broader program for microeconomic reform, human capital, and the 
economic restructuring of the nation. (Knight et al., 1994, p.452) 
The actual extent to which such ways of thinking about and enacting teacher education fall under a 
single rationality is, of course, a matter for empirical investigation--and of a certain sort.  One would 
suspect that the process is more ad hoc (Ball, 1994, p.14), multiplicitious, heterogenous and contingent 
(Rose, 1993, p.5) than this account would suggest. Nevertheless, the advent of this shift in teacher 
education policy, correctly identified by Knight et al. (1994), raises questions about its emergence and 
installation--or attempted installation since many of the policy initiatives comprising this ensemble have 
not been "implemented". 
 
In terms of these questions, Michel Foucault's (1979) conception of government provides a very useful 
way of analysing the shifting ambitions and concerns of those authorities who seek to administer the 
domain of teacher education and the lives and associations of those within it. As a concept, 
'government' focuses attention on the 'diverse mechanisms through which the actions and judgements of 
persons and organisations have been linked to political objectives' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.2). Thus, 
the policy ensemble comprising this shift in teacher education can be broadly understood as a 'program 
of government' (Foucault, 1979, p.5; Miller and Rose, 1990, p.1); that is to say, the textual 
representations of policy and the discursive practices of which they are both an instrument and effect 
constitute new procedures (Rabinow, 1986, p.61) in the exercise of political rule in the social body of 
education. This is not to imply, though, that there is a definite logic at work here such as that of a 
dominant elite or a "mode of production"; on the contrary, as Rose (1993) points out, 'rule is exercised 
and experienced in manners that are complex, contingent, locally variable and organised by no distinct 
logic' (p.2). Thus, the emergence of this policy ensemble--or what can be seen as a new and particular 
regime of truth (Ball, 1994, p.24; Rabinow, 1984, p.61) concerning the 'conduct of conduct, ways of 
speaking truth, persons authorised to speak truths, ways of enacting truths, and the costs of so doing' 
(Rose, 1993, p.2)--is a matter of close empirical investigation rather than of sociological conjecture and 
grand theorising. 
 
 
While the emergence of this new regime of truth in teacher education and the conditions which have 
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made it possible are of considerable interest to this writer and will constitute further empirical research, 
the objectives of this paper are necessarily more modest and somewhat tentative. First, the paper will 
discuss the notion of 'governmentality' as developed by Foucault (1979), particularly in terms of the 
historical emergence of this form of political rule. The virtue of analysing the exercise of political rule in 
this way is noted by Dean (1994, p.19) who points out that 
In displacing the attention from both the constitutional state and the analysis of ideology, the 
problematics of government reveal the complex and irreducible domain of practices 
and techniques that form the conditions of social policy 
Second, the paper focuses on some of the analytical frameworks developed by a number of key writers 
in this field (e.g. Gordon, 1991; Miller and Rose, 1990; Rose and Miller, 1992; Rose 1993) for 
investigating what might be placed under the heading of 'governmentality'. In this context, the 
'programmatic' character of governmentality is noted and its more specific 'discursive' and 'technological' 
characteristics examined (Miller and Rose, 1990, pp.4-11). Finally, the paper turns to the 'enactment' of 
governmental programmes. Reflecting some empirical work already completed by the writer, the paper 
analyses the attempted installation of a particular programme of government as a new 'truth' in the body 
of teacher education. The question here, as Rose (1993) colourfully phrases it, is one of asking: 
How were these truths enacted and by whom, in what torsions and tensions with other truths, 
through what contests, struggles, alliances, briberies, blackmails, promises and threats? 
(1993, p.2) 
The paper will address this question to the 'production' (Ball, 1994, p.26) of a key policy document in 
the policy ensemble identified above: Teacher Education in Australia: A report to the Australian 
Education Council (Ebbeck, 1990) (Ebbeck Report). Although never "implemented", the attempt to 
install this particular governmental programme reveals much about the technological character of 
government: the struggles, strategies and tactics which comprise its practices, and the exercises of 
micropower (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, p. 153; Miller and Rose, 1990, p.8) which are effected by it.  
 
In focusing on the technological dimension of a particular governmental program--on the how of 
government--there is, of course, the danger of empirical reductionism: reducing the analysis of 
technologies of government to the instruments of rule. However, as will be seen in the discussion 
below, technologies of government are clearly more than just instruments; a more complete study 
would suggest that questions about what is governed, who is to be governed, and why, are equally 
pertinent. Nevertheless, the point of this last section of the paper is to direct attention to the conditions 
of the attempted operation of a particular programme of government. As such, it reveals the 
dependence of educational policy and social policy more generally on particular technical conditions of 
existence, routines and rituals of bureaucracy, forms of expertise and intellectual technologies, and the 
enlistment into governmental networks of agencies and authorities both within and outside the 
boundaries of the state. At the same time, it demonstrates that the rationality of modern government is 
'open ended', structuring 'government as a practice of problematization, a zone of (partially) open 
interplay between the exercise of power and everything that escapes its grip' (Gordon, 1991, p.35). 
 
 
GOVERNMENTALITY 
 
The Art of Government and its Historical Emergence 
 
In his 1979 work entitled "Governmentality", Foucault outlined his ideas on the modern exercise of 
power. In this piece, he traces the development of the 'art of government' by first examining forms of 
rule which preceded it such as sovereignty. Here he notes that since sovereigns normally acquired their 
land through inheritance or conquest, their relationship to that land was necessarily always one of 
externality. There was no 'fundamental, essential, natural and juridical' connection between ruler and 
realm (Foucault, 1991, p.90). Foucault notes that, in the late sixteenth century, such approaches to rule 
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began to provoke criticism from writers who were suggesting a different approach, one not based on a 
relationship of externality but one more akin to the governing of domains such as households, 
convents, families and children. Foucault refers to this approach as the 'art of government' and notes 
that its logic involves meticulously, correctly and wisely looking after the economy of the household--the 
members, goods and wealth of the entire family. As Foucault states: 'this, I believe, is the essential issue 
in the establishment of the art of government; introduction of economy into political practice' (1991, 
p.92). Thus, governing effectively from this time on now meant managing the entire state as one would 
a family. 
 
Foucault (1991) suggests that the proliferation of the art of government occurred due to a number of 
contingencies such as the emergence of governmental apparatuses, the development of new techniques 
for amassing knowledge about the state and the advent of mercantilism and the Cameralists science of 
police (1991, p.96). What really led to its 'derestriction' from the structures and objectives of 
sovereignty, however, occurred in the eighteenth century and comprised a number of developments all 
involving the pivotal notion of 'the population'. First, the family was abandoned as the central model of 
government and was replaced by that of the population which was becoming more "knowable". Second, 
the population became the raison d'etre of government; government would work in the population's 
interests improving its conditions and managing its habits aspirations and interests. Third, the 
population became the pivotal point of intervention into the new field of political economy (Foucault, 
1991, pp.100-1). Foucault points out, though, that previous forms of power/rule such as sovereignty and 
discipline were not replaced by government. Rather, as Foucault explains, 'one has a triangle, 
sovereignty-discipline-government, which has as its primary target the population...' (Foucault, 1991, 
pp.102). Foucault abridges his account of governmentality thus: 
By this word I mean three things: 
1. The ensemble formed by the institution, procedures, analyses and reflections, the 
calculations and tactics that allow the exercise of this very specific complex form of 
power, which has as its target population, as its principal form of knowledge political 
economy, and as its essential technical means apparatuses of security. 
2. The tendency which, over a long period and throughout the west, has steadily led towards the 
pre-eminence over all other forms (sovereignty, discipline) of this type of power which 
may be termed government, resulting, on the one hand, in the formation of a whole 
series of specific governmental apparatuses, and on the other, in the development of a 
whole complex of savoirs. 
3. The process, or rather the result of the process, through which the state of justice of the 
middle ages, transformed into the administrative state during the fifteenth and sixteenth 
centuries, gradually became 'governmentalised'.  
(Foucault, 1991 p.102-103) 
All modern forms of political thought and action can thus be seen as being grounded in the particular 
political logic or mentality of governmentality.  
 
 
ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORKS FOR INVESTIGATING GOVERNMENTALITY 
 
Government and the State 
 
Foucault's concept of governmentality means that societies like our own are characterised by a particular 
way of thinking about the kinds of problems that can and should be addressed by various authorities. 
They operate, according to Miller and Rose (1990, p.2), 'within a kind of political a priori that allows the 
task of such authorities to be seen in terms of the calculated supervision, administration and 
maximization of the forces of each and all'. Of course, investigating political rule in these terms means 
that political power cannot be reduced to the actions of a state, traditionally understood in political 
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theory as a coherent and calculating subject. As Foucault argues, the state 'does not have this unity, this 
individuality, this rigorous functionality nor, to speak frankly, this importance' (1979, p.20). The state 
has only survived, Foucault points out, because it became governmentalised: 
It is the tactics of government which make possible the continual definition and redefinition of 
what is within the competence of the State and what is not, the public versus the 
private, and so on; thus the State can only be understood in its survival and its limits on 
the basis of the general tactics of governmentality. (1979, p.21) 
Therefore, to place the state at the centre of analysis as many theorists have done, and assign all power 
to it, is to position government as a function of the state rather than the other way around. As Miller 
and Rose (1990) explain: 
Rather than 'the state' giving rise to government, the state becomes a particular form that 
government has taken, and one that does not exhaust the field of calculations and 
interventions that constitute it. (1990, p.3) 
Gordon (1991, p.4) makes the same point and emphasises government's focus on practices as opposed 
to a focus on institutions as is the case in political theory. The advantage of the concept of government, 
then, is that it draws attention to the diverse range of forces and groups who have, in incommensurable 
ways, sought to regulate the lives of individuals and the conditions within national territories in pursuit 
of various goals. 
 
These desires and attempts to regulate social life give governmentality a programmatic character. Rose 
and Miller (1992, p.181) argue that government is first and foremost a problematising activity. Its 
history, they suggest, could be written solely in terms of a history of the problematisations that it seeks to 
address. Thus, it is the identification of various sites of failure which provides the raison d'etre for the 
multiplicity of programmes of intervention characteristic of government today. They argue that 
governmentality is programmatic for two further reasons. First, it is programmatic in that there has been 
a proliferation of programmes which seek to reform reality: 'government reports, white papers, green 
papers, papers from business, trade unions, financiers, political parties, charities and academics 
proposing this or that scheme for dealing with this or that problem' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.4). 
Second, governmentality is programmatic in that it assumes that reality is actually programmable. It is 
'eternally optimistic' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.4) that reality is a 'domain subject to certain 
determinants, rules, norms, and processes that can be acted upon and improved by authorities' (Rose 
and Miller,1992, p.183). Governmentality, then, is both a matter of representing reality in certain ways 
and of intervening in that reality thus constructed. It is to a more detailed consideration of the 
procedures involved that this paper now turns. 
 
 
The Discursive Character of Government 
 
Miller and Rose (1990, p.5) argue that governmentality has a discursive character; to analyse it requires 
an attention to language. There is nothing novel, they point out, in suggesting that language and politics 
are interrelated nor even in the suggestion that the relationship between the two is mutually constitutive. 
Governmental programmes, they suggest, discursively constitute the various domains of government  
and their interrelated parts. Such construction, however, is dependent on a complex and 'disparate' set 
of conditions 'which can neither be reduced to a recognition of eternal concerns or an expression of 
sectional interests, nor to a simple realization of a new economic theory' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.5). 
Since there is nothing self-evident, then, about the "problems" upon which governmental programmes 
are focused, questions about how, why and when government should operate immediately come to the 
fore. Moreover, such questions are highlighted by the view that power is no longer seen as emanating 
from a single source with a single underpinning purpose.  In response, Miller and Rose  (1990, p.5) 
suggest  that, first, governmental programmes need to be located within a broader discursive field 
which articulates various ideas concerning the appropriate ends and means of government in general. 
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These ideas--political rationalities--give shape to social reality; they determine the way in which problems 
are defined and ranked, and how they might be responded to and by whom. Second, they argue for a 
view of discourse as a 'technology of thought' requiring attention to all the technical devices of 
inscription which 'render a realm into discourse as a knowable, calculable and administrable object' 
(Miller and Rose, 1990, p.5). They argue that 
It is through...procedures of inscription that the diverse domains of 'governmentality' are made 
up, that 'objects' such as the economy, the enterprise, the social field and the family are 
rendered in a particular conceptual form and made amenable to intervention and 
regulation. (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.5) 
It is through language, then, and out of the linguistic elements of governmental programmes, that 
political rationalities we are so familiar with in education--such as economic rationalism and corporate 
managerialism--are elaborated and seek to establish points in the social body for organising and 
mobilising social life. Thus language here can be seen to serve as a translation mechanism between the 
general and the particular, 'establishing a kind of identity or mutuality between political rationalities and 
regulatory aspirations' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.6). 
 
 
The Technological Dimension of Government 
 
Government, as Miller and Rose (1990, p.7) note, is not only a matter of representation, it is also a 
matter of intervention. Drawing on Foucault (in Rabinow,1986, p.256), they suggest that attempts to 
instrumentalise government and make it operable have a 'technological' form: 
If political rationalities render reality into the domain of thought, these 'technologies of 
government' seek to translate thought into the domain of reality, and to establish 'in the 
world of persons and things' spaces and devices for acting upon those entities of which 
they dream and scheme...It is through technologies that political rationalities and the 
programmes of government they articulate become capable of deployment. (Miller and 
Rose, 1990, p.8) 
To understand modern forms of rule requires an investigation not only of grandiose forms of legislation 
or visible examples of state jurisdiction and control, but of the seemingly mundane and routine 
administrative mechanisms through which government becomes possible. This includes technologies 
such as techniques of notation, computation and calculation; procedures of examinations and 
assessment; professional specialisms and vocabularies; and, of interest from the perspective of this 
paper, the invention of presentational forms such as the standardisation of training systems (Miller and 
Rose, 1990, p.8) as seen in the proposals of the Ebbeck Report. The analysis of these indirect means of 
action and intervention, so central to modern 'mentalities of government', requires an understanding of 
what Foucault calls the construction and exercise of micropower (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, p.153). 
An analysis of micropower--a process referred to as the 'microphysics of power' (Gordon, 1991, p.3; 
Miller and Rose, 1990, p.8)--means directing attention to the 'complex of relays and interdependencies 
which enable programmes of government to act upon and intervene upon those places, persons and 
populations which are their concern' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.8).  
 
It is through technologies that programmes of government, such as policy, and the political rationalities 
they articulate are deployed. However, this process is not, as Miller and Rose (1990, p.8-9) caution, to 
be understood simply as a matter of the "implementation" of ideal schemes in the real--as traditional 
policy studies would have it; nor is it the extension of control from the centre, by a state, out to the 
periphery of civil society. At the same time, though, an emphasis on the technological dimension of 
government is not to suggest an image of a 'totally administered society'. On the contrary, as an 
historically specific system of power in liberal democratic societies, governmentality necessarily 
presupposes the freedom of subjects--though "freedom" here is not to be understood in an essentialist 
fashion. As Foucault himself, in describing the subject and power, notes: 'Power is exercised only over 
  
 
 6 
free subjects, and only insofar as they are free' (1982, p.221). Power in this sense is understood as a 
productive capacity--its circulation and exercise produce concepts, ideas and the structures of 
institutions. On this point, Foucault is quite steadfast: 
We must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in negative terms: it 'excludes', 
it 'represses', it 'censors', it 'abstracts', it 'masks', it 'conceals'. In fact, power produces; it 
produces reality; it produces domains of objects and rituals of truth. (Foucault, in 
McHoul and Grace, 1993, p.64) 
The interplay, then, between government and individual and collective subjects is much more 
complicated Foucault points out than a 'face-to-face confrontation which paralyzes both sides'; it is more 
of a 'permanent provocation'--an 'agonism'--involving strategies of reaction and mutual taunting 
(Foucault, 1982, p.222). Although a calculated means of the direction of human conduct, government is 
nevertheless a more open and strategic  game than the notion of governmental "technologies" at first 
suggests. This is an important point to be borne in mind when analysing policy as a technology of 
government-- particularly in terms of understanding the micropower exercised when policy acts upon 
and intervenes upon social domains which are its concern. It is also an important key in understanding 
the possibility of government in liberal democracies. 
 
In drawing on Foucault's historical studies, Miller and Rose (1990, p.9) point out that the rise of 
liberalism in the nineteenth century saw the abandonment of the direct imposition of a form of conduct 
by force. The problem of political rule instead became one of governing a territory and a population 
that were independent realities. With the emergence of the idea of 'society' came the question 
How is government possible? That is, what is the principle of limitation that applies to 
governmental actions such that things will occur for the best, in conformity with the 
rationality of government, and without intervention? (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.9) 
In analysing how the exercise of power is possible in these circumstances, Miller and Rose (1990) have 
focused on the 'indirect' mechanisms of rule so important to liberal democratic societies. They explain 
that they have adapted Latour's notion of 'action at a distance'--developed to explain aspects of colonial 
rule--to form their own concept of government at a distance. This notion focuses attention on the  
complex mechanisms through which it becomes possible to link calculations at one place with 
action at another, not through the direct imposition of a form of conduct by force, but 
through a delicate affiliation of a loose assembleage of agents and agencies into a 
functioning network. (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.9) 
The establishment of 'governmental networks' involves the formation of alliances based not only on 
dependency of funding or legitimacy, but also on one actor being able to convince another of the 
consonance of their interests. This is not so much a process of appealing to mutual interests as it is the 
construction of allied interests through a diversity of techniques such as persuasion, intrigue, calculation 
and rhetoric. Thus, an actor(s) is able to expect that another will think and act in a particular way. In this 
way, both, or all, groups are assembled together into a network not so much, Miller and Rose (1990, 
p.10) point out, because of legal or institutional ties--although this must be part of it--but because these 
actors have come to understand their problems, and their fate, as bound up with those of the other. 
The outcome of this process is that 'persons, organisations, entities and locales which remain 
differentiated by space, time and formal boundaries can be brought into a loose and approximate, 
always mobile and indeterminate alignment' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.10). 
 
In this context, language plays an important role. Constitutionally distinct and formally independent 
agencies as diverse as Government departments, pressure groups, parents, employees, teachers and so 
on are brought into loose and flexible associations, in part, because they adopt shared vocabularies and 
explanations about perceived problems. Any one of these or other groups can be enrolled in a 
governmental network, or indeed enrol itself in a governmental network, 'to the extent that the 
objectives and values of others can be translated into its own, and to the extent that the arguments of 
another become consonant with and provide norms for its own ambitions and actions' (Miller and 
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Rose, 1990, p.10). In this way, the self-regulating propensities of individuals become allied to broader 
socio-political objectives. The language of expertise plays a key role here, too, argue Miller and Rose 
(1990, p.10). The language of professionals, academics, policymakers and the like seems compelling 
because of its claim to be value neutral and the promise it offers for achieving desired results such as the 
success of specific governmental programmes. Expertise can appeal to those wishing to achieve 
particular objectives, such as politicians, administrators and educators, as well as to 'those who have 
come to feel the need for expert guidance' for their conduct in the school, the firm, the home or the 
office (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.10).  
 
The rationality of modern government is embodied in the countless number of deliberate attempts to 
invent, promote, implant and operate mechanisms of rule that will shape the decisions of those who 
seek to conduct the conduct of others in accordance with programmatic aspirations: policy planners, 
administrators, teachers, politicians, financiers, parents and so on. But such attempts, Miller and Rose 
(1990, p.10) point out, are rarely implanted unscathed and are seldom regarded to have completely 
achieved their aim(s). As these writers aphorize: 'Whilst "governmentality" is eternally optimistic, 
"government" is a congenitally failing operation' (Miller and Rose,1990, p.10)--an observation bearing 
out Foucault's conception of power relations as an "agonism". "Reality" is just too unruly to be captured 
by any perfect knowledge such as theories which inform governmental programmes and the ambitions 
which undergird them (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.11). Moreover, in always intervening upon existing sets 
of power relations, technologies necessarily become distorted and produce unexpected problems, or 
are hampered by underfunding, professional rivalries, or the lack of, or inability to provide, the 
technical conditions that would make these technologies work--from efficient computer systems to 
reliable statistics. Technologies and techniques clash with one another while techniques designed for 
one purpose may find their governmental role for another. In all, 'the "will to govern" needs to be 
understood less in terms of its success than in terms of the difficulties of operationalizing it' (Miller and 
Rose, 1990, p.11).  
 
 
THE EBBECK REPORT AS A PROGRAMME OF GOVERNMENT 
 
The Discursive Formation of the Ebbeck Report 
 
The Ebbeck Report was initially released as a discussion paper in February, 1990, by the Australian 
Education Council (AEC) working party on teacher education. It proposed a radical reorganisation of 
the terrain of teacher education by arguing for a reformulation and standardisation of the structure and 
content of all teacher education programmes in the country. It recommended an initial degree in Arts 
or Science, which included a basic preparation for teaching, followed by a two year "associateship" in 
which graduates would spend half their time teaching (on half pay) and the other half studying for a 
second professional degree in education (Ebbeck, 1990a).  
 
To put forward this proposal, the report used a language of expertise, itself comprised of competing 
educational, administrative and economic discourses, that claimed both to grasp the nature of teacher 
education as it had represented it, and literally to represent teacher education in a form amenable to 
political deliberation and scheming--particularly by the Commonwealth. This mode of representation 
was constructed through the very vocabulary of the text itself where appeals to the 'nation' (p.i), the 
'emerging requirements of the 21st century' (p.i) and the 'professionalism' of teaching itself (p.i) sit side 
by side, but oftentimes in contradiction, with concerns for cost efficiency: 'affordability', 'financial 
commitment' and the 'offsetting [of] costs' (pp.iii-iv). This leads to contradictions in the proposals of the 
report itself, the most obvious, as also noted by Bartlett, Knight and Lingard (1992, p.27),  being in the 
prefatory letter by the Working Party's Chair to the then Minister for Employment, Education and 
Training, John Dawkins. On the one hand the report claims there is no one best way to prepare 
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teachers, and yet, on the other, advocates a single, standardised (and cost efficient) model to be installed 
Australia wide: 
In accepting there is no one best way to prepare teachers the working party proposes one 
model which it believes will overcome some of the rigidities of present practices at the 
same time as incorporating the requirements of the educational systems and 
foreshadowing the development of a truly professional profession. The model is, in 
effect, a co-operative endeavour between employers and higher education institutions. 
(Ebbeck, 1990a, p.i) 
It is the use of a language concerned with cost efficiency which makes the Ebbeck Report broadly 
concordant with other policy documents in the new policy ensemble on teacher education and which 
thus marks it off from earlier efforts to govern this domain. This concern is reiterated throughout the 
entire document (e.g. pp.iii, iv, vii, 7, 12, 21, 25, 41) and forms one of the 'Underlying Assumptions' on 
which the report is based: 
Teacher education programmes need to be efficient, so that they achieve the objective of 
preparing a fully-professional teacher within reasonable time and cost. (Ebbeck, 1990a, 
p.12) 
Cost efficiency is even the sole feature of a section entitled 'Net Cost Outcomes' (Ebbeck, 1990a, p.41). 
Language here thus serves as the 'translation mechanism' (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.6) between broadly 
specified desires such as 'the need to stimulate economic restructuring' (Ebbeck, 1990a, p.41) and the 
preparation of teaching and education more generally for the 'emerging requirements of the 21st 
century' (Ebbeck, 1990a, p.i), and the regulatory aspirations of the AEC and the Commonwealth who 
were seeking to address specific problematisations of course quality and cost. 
 
 
Operationalising the Ebbeck Report  
 
The discursive procedures effecting the representation of governmental programmes are closely 
inter-twined with a range of mechanisms for establishing such devices in various social domains. This 
section of the paper will use the notion of a 'microphysics of power' (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, 
p.153) to identify some of the specific tactics and strategies used in the attempt to install the Ebbeck 
Report in the domain of teacher education. It will be seen that a range of oppositional discourses, 
particularly from educational sites in Queensland, clashed with the Working Party's attempt to assert its 
form of reason almost from the date of the release of the policy draft in February 1990. This, in turn, 
led to the suspension of the programme as a policy option at the December 1990 Meeting of the AEC.  
 
One particular force of opposition, brought into existence by the Ebbeck Report as technology of 
power, became formalised as the Queensland Teacher Education Forum (QTEF). In early June, 1990, 
it reacted to a "leaked" copy of the Final Report which had been presented to the AEC Chair, John 
Dawkins, on 25 May, 1990 in preparation for the 21-22 June, 1990 AEC Conference. At this meeting, 
presumably, the report would have been enacted. The QTEF, however, in what Foucault would call a 
'strategic reversability' of power relations--governmental practices being turned around into focuses of 
resistance (Gordon, 1991, p.5)--established a functioning network of agents and agencies comprising 
Deans of Education from a number of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs), teacher 
unions--particularly the Queensland Teachers Union (QTU)--and the Queensland Board of Teacher 
Registration (BTR) to oppose the installation of the report. Although some of these groups had 
responded to the "green paper" during the official response period, they had become enrolled, and 
enrolled themselves, in a network of counter-politics (Gordon, 1991, p.5) which led to the 
postponement of discussion on the report until the December meeting of that year. The government of 
teacher education, the 'conduct of conduct' in this particular domain, can be seen, then, to be 
interwoven with dissenting 'counter-conducts' (Gordon, 1991, p.5) which, in this case, saw the assertion 
of the reason of the state frustrated. 
  
 
 9 
 
 
Official responses and oppositional discourses 
 
As part of the policy procedure, and in accordance with the Working Party's suggestion, the 
Chairperson of the AEC released the Draft Report on Teacher Education on March 5 1990 for 
comment by a number of persons and institutions directly concerned with teacher education (Ebbeck, 
1990a, p.10). Two key responses from Queensland during this official response period were from the 
Board of Teacher Registration (BTR,1990a) and the Queensland Teachers' Union (QTU) 
(QTU,1990). Both of these responses are noteworthy in their strong opposition to the report's central 
proposal for an initial three-year degree followed by a period of internship on half pay and half teaching 
load during which a second degree, necessary for full registration, would be completed. Both responses 
also oppose the notion of a single, centrally prescribed pattern. The BTR's response is, perhaps, more 
direct here as can be seen in its opening sentence: 
The Queensland Board of Teacher Registration opposes the pattern of teacher education 
proposed by the Working Party on academic, professional, practical and economic 
grounds. The Board also opposes the proposition that there should be any single, 
centrally prescribed pattern of teacher education for all institutions in Australia. (BTR, 
1990a, p.1) 
Given its location in a discursive terrain concerned with notions of teacher professionalism and with the 
regulation of teacher qualifications necessary for registration, the Board goes on to state its position that 
'there should be a minimum of four years of pre-service teacher preparation for all teachers' (BTR, 
1990a, p.1). The QTU response also argues this point in its opening sentence: 'The Queensland 
Teachers' Union asserts its support for a four year graduate program of continuous pre-service teacher 
education' (QTU, 1990, p.1) before it immediately turns to the main industrial implication of the 
proposal where it states that 'the QTU rejects the "internship" model proposed by the AEC Working 
Party' (QTU,1990, p.1). 
 
Both responses go on to address the central proposals of the report in more detail--namely, the 
pre-service phase; the proposed "associateship"; cost outcomes; inservice education and training 
(INSET); and the proposed National Teacher Registration Forum. What is significant, though, is that 
the bulk of both responses, and particularly the BTR's, are in the main strongly opposed to the report's 
proposals. 
 
Given the Ebbeck Report's concern with the quality of initial teacher preparation, the BTR, in its 
response, can be seen to have formulated the very needs and imperatives of that concern as the basis 
for political counter-demands (Gordon, 1991, p.5). The BTR's response, for instance, argues for a 
minimum initial preparation period of four years (in contrast with the report's three) and states that this 
should include 'professional studies equivalent to not less than three semesters of full-time study' (BTR, 
1990a, p.1). The response points out that the goals of developing students' general as well as 
professional education--which it notes are also the objectives of the report's proposed "first degree"--'can 
no longer be achieved in less than four years of tertiary study' (BTR,1990a, p.1). In support of this, the 
document cites the recommendations of the National Inquiry into Teacher Education (Auchmuty, 
1980) which, it notes, concluded a decade earlier that 'four years initial teacher preparation for all 
teachers should be set firmly and clearly as a target to be achieved during the 1980s' (BTR,1990a, p.2). 
The BTR also cites the National Inquiry's advocacy of a 'diversity of routes and course structures' in 
initial teacher education to counter the Ebbeck Report's proposed one-best model (BTR,1990a, p.2). 
The QTU's response also makes a similar point about diversity in teacher preparation (QTU 1990:1). 
 
The proposal for an associateship is also opposed by both the BTR and the QTU. The QTU response 
points out that 'no evidence exists that internships work as a model of teacher preparation' and critiques 
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the Ebbeck Report for its lack of analysis on the function of pre-service education (QTU, 1990, p.1). 
This latter criticism is one that is also made by other commentators on the report (for example, Bartlett 
et al, 1992; Thomas 1990). The BTR response points out  that the Working Party's concept of an 
associateship is internally inconsistent in that: 
on the one hand, it is assumed that the 'associate teachers' would carry out autonomous 
teaching duties; have the full status of a teacher for all legal purposes, including the 
same duty of care as other teachers; and be paid, pro rata, the salary of a fully-qualified 
teacher. (BTR,1990a, p.2) 
Yet, on the other hand, it is proposed that the associate teacher not be regarded as fully qualified until a 
further year of study has been completed. In the meantime, the associate teacher would 
be placed under close monitoring; ...be subject to the "regular" supervision of a qualified 
teacher; ...have regular reports written on his or her work; ...and be given assistance to 
overcome weaknesses and to develop the range of teaching and other competencies 
required of a fully professional teacher. (BTR,1990, pp.2-3) 
 Such internal inconsistencies, as has already been argued, are endemic to the report and reflect the 
competing discourses of which the policy text is a representation. 
 
Despite its seemingly singular opposition to the "one best model", the BTR's response was nevertheless 
more complex than this would suggest. Indeed, there is arguably some attempt at consonance by the 
BTR in its arguments vis-a-vis those of the working party. This can be seen in the BTR's claim that it 
could not support the associateship as proposed by the Working Party, but would be able to support 
the the proposed internship 'as one possible structure within a pre-service program' (BTR, 1990a, p.4). 
In this way, the BTR can be seen to have begun to construe its problems in ways allied to those of the 
Working Party which had the effect of potentially enrolling the BTR in a network of government. The 
QTU, by contrast, was not so docile in terms of self-formation vis-a-vis the actions of the Working 
Party. 
 
 
Micro-technologies of power: Strategies and tactics contributing to rule 
 
In discussing the workings of disciplinary power, Foucault (in Dreyfus and Rabinow, 1982, p.153) 
explains that 
Scale is crucial; the greatest, most precise, productive, and comprehensive system of control of 
human beings will be built on the smallest and most precise of bases. The construction 
of a 'micropower'...is the key.  
Instrumentalising the Ebbeck Report can be understood in this manner. The attempt to enact this 
programme of government involved the deployment of a range of micro-strategies and techniques of 
power which saw dimensions of social space and time being regulated and controlled in ever more 
precise and economic ways.  
 
The Release of the "Green Paper" 
 
The first instance of this construction can be seen in the release of the draft of the Ebbeck Report on a 
'restricted "green paper" basis, on 5 March 1990 for comment by a number of persons and institutions 
directly concerned with teacher education' (Ebbeck, 1990b, 10). This attempt to control social space 
met with the following remark by the QTEF President in his written critique of both the Draft and 
Supplementary Reports some three months later in early June 1990: 
The process of negotiation and consultation in which the Working Party has engaged has been 
restricted, and this is evident in the list of respondents. Few groups have been able to 
debate the Initial and Supplementary Reports, and the result is that the great majority 
of people with a personal or professional investment in education are completely 
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unaware of the immanent large scale changes being proposed in the system which 
would affect every area of education. (Thomas, 1990, p.2) 
Both the BTR's and the QTU's responses are also critical of this action by the Working Party.  The 
BTR (1990a, p.2) argues that 
The proposal was not developed in consultation with higher education institutions or 
employing or registering bodies and was not canvassed in meetings conducted by 
members of the Working Party. 
Similarly, the QTU response complains of 'a report written without adequate consultation with the 
education stakeholders--the employers, parents, the profession, teacher educators'. It goes on to say that 
'many of the report's recommendations were not broached at the one meeting held in Brisbane by the 
representative of the Working Party' (QTU,1990, p.2).  
 
 
The Supplementary Report and the Final Advice Document 
 
Micro-power continued to be exercised through the deployment of specific tactics in the next phase of 
the policy process which involved the co-ordination of responses by the Chair of the Working Party and 
the preparation of final advice for AEC members for consideration at the planned June 1990 AEC 
meeting. Significantly, given the major reformulation of teacher education being proposed, this phase 
was completed by the 25 May 1990, a mere twelve weeks after the Draft Report was released by the 
AEC Chair. The Supplementary Report, contained in the Final Advice document (Ebbeck, 1990b), can 
be seen as an attempt by the Working Party to assert its rationality in the face of dissent to its actions. A 
number of tactics were used in this process which created some disaffection in those whose conduct was 
being controlled. As Thomas (1990) notes of the Supplementary Report after it was leaked to him and 
other academics who shortly were to form the QTEF: 'There was dismay at the tenor of the Report, the 
substance of its recommendations, and the processes used to develop those recommendations' 
(Thomas,1990, p.1). These tactics are alluded to in the Final Advice document's description of the due 
process it followed. 
 
First, the Final Advice document claimed to take account of 'the commentary [it] received after 
circulation of the initial Report among organisations concerned with teacher education (Ebbeck, 1990b, 
p.1). For instance, the Final Advice document says that 
It is clear that institutions conducting teacher education wish to have a wider range of program 
options than the single model advanced as the preferred one in the Report. (Ebbeck, 
1990b, p.1) 
It then attempts to bring some of those institutions into a loose alignment or network of government by 
making some concessions to their counter position: 
The Working Party appreciates that there would be some practical problems with the 
[pre-service] model in certain circumstances, such as isolated rural areas and some 
early childhood contexts, and agrees that institutions should be free to adopt an 
approach which achieves similar objectives while remaining within the framework of 
the underlying principles on which the Report was based. (Ebbeck, 1990b, p.1) 
And, on the proposed associateship it says that 
The concept of the teaching associateship...might not be practicable in all circumstances 
[hence] the negotiated agreements [between the employing authority, the HEI and the 
funding authority] might take a variety of forms. (Ebbeck, 1990b, p.2) 
The Working Party quickly asserted, however,  that all schemes should demonstrate essential features 
based on the Initial Report's requirements for 
a documented co-operative arrangement which culminates in a fully qualified and inducted 
professional teacher; 
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a two-phase, integrated program; 
[and] cost effectiveness in terms of funding norms. (Ebbeck, 1990b, p.2) 
 
Despite commencing the process of enlisting some HEI's into its governmental network, the Working 
Party was nevertheless preparing for combat. For example, it strategically analysed the responses from 
the HEI's in order to gauge possible reactions to the imposition of the single Commonwealth preferred 
model of teacher education. The "Overview of Responses" section in the Supplementary Report thus 
provides something of an "intelligence report" for the AEC members. It categorises, for instance, the 
responses from the HEIs into three categories, A, B, and C respectively: those 'positive' of the report's 
proposals and constructive in their criticism; those which 'did not oppose'  but were critical; and those 
'either philosophically opposed...or so trenchantly critical...as to make cooperation very unlikely' 
(Ebbeck, 1990b, p.12). It then goes on to point out that 
There were approximately equal numbers of responses in the three categories. [And that] given 
a policy lead by the government, there would be every reason to expect a cooperative 
response to new initiatives from those in Category A and a number of those in 
Category B. (Ebbeck,1990b, p.12) 
If, however, as the responses from the HEI's were suggesting, there was to be some departure from this 
one best model, then it would need to be 'contained' within parameters set by the Working Party and 
the AEC--not by the HEI's. This led the Working Party to advise the AEC that: 
If it [that is, the AEC] wishes to see the character of teacher education in Australia developed to 
give it a greater measure of vitality and relevance in a future marked by economic and 
industrial challenge, it will be necessary to set some policy boundaries within which the 
diversity of approaches desired by the HEIs may be contained. (Ebbeck, 1990b, p.2) 
The establishment of such "policy boundaries" involved linking the actions of the HEI's in teacher 
education to mechanisms of funding. As the Final Advice advised: 
The way to ensure that the underlying assumptions are adhered to...is to determine that the 
future funding by the Commonwealth of programs of teacher education should be 
based on the establishment of negotiated contractual agreements between the 
educators, the employing authorities and the funding authority. (Ebbeck, 1990b, p. 2) 
The suggestion of what was regarded as coercion by those groups opposed to the reason of the 
Working Party led to some concern as can be seen in Thomas's comments: 
...coercion through funding mechanisms is not the way to encourage imaginative 
experimentation....Coercion in the direction of the one best model fails to appreciate 
the complexity of the issues of the energy and vitality of the many possible solutions to 
the problems of developing and educating good teachers for a 'clever' and creative 
society. (Thomas, 1990, p.3) 
 
However, only weeks before the Working Party had the opportunity to attain victory at the 21/22 June 
meeting of the AEC, opposition to its proposals intensified. The QTEF (to whom a copy of the 
Supplementary Report and the Final Advice had been leaked) established a counter-network to reverse 
the specific terms of governmental practice being directed at teacher education. The BTR, whose 
Professional Education Committee was party to the QTEF information, enlisted itself into this network 
and publicised a general "Statement of Position" (BTR, 1990b) outlining the imminent changes to 
teacher education. 
 
 
Strategically Reversing Power Relations: The Actions of the QTEF 
 
The actions of the QTEF must be seen as central in contributing to the mobilisation of opposition 
which the Ebbeck Report faced at the 21/22 June Meeting of the AEC. The leaking of a copy of the 
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Final Advice and Supplementary Report to a senior teacher educator in Queensland was the stimulus 
for a meeting on 1 June of the BTR Professional Educational Committee (comprising union, teacher, 
higher education institution, employer and student representatives) and senior teacher educators from 
Queensland who were shortly to become the Queensland Teacher Education Forum (Thomas, 1990, 
p.1). Out of the discussion that took place at this meeting emerged a letter from the QTEF that was sent 
to all Deans in HEIs in Australia seeking support for 'presenting alternative views to the participants in 
the AEC meeting of 21/22 June regarding teacher education' (Thomas, 1990, p.1). The letter argued 
that the Working Party's recommendations 'would have the most serious consequences for, not only the 
quality of teacher education in Australia, but every other sector of education as well' (Thomas, 1990, 
p.1). The QTEF's letter then outlined the recent history of the policy proposal and pointed out that 
there were at least three major areas of concern in the Supplementary Report. 
 
The first area of concern for the QTEF was what it saw as the lack of consultation and negotiation that 
characterised the Working Party's formulation of the policy draft and supplementary report. Second, 
the letter points out that the content of the recommendations needs to be more carefully 
examined--especially the centrepiece of the proposals: the preferred model. Third, the letter criticises 
what it sees as the 'dictatorial and coercive implementation strategy proposed by the recommendations' 
(Thomas,1990, p.2-3). In establishing this 'counter programme' (Foucault in Dreyfus and Rabinow, 
1982, p.132), the QTEF requested of the letter's recipients that they use their influence to ensure that 
the AEC subjects the Working Party recommendations to wider scrutiny for under no circumstances 
should these poorly researched, compromised recommendations be the basis of 
national decision-making at the forthcoming meeting of the AEC; 
the AEC recommends that any funds made available for pilot projects are not restricted to the 
'preferred model'; and  
the data on which the 'preferred model' is based be disseminated, so that the link with enhancing the 
quality of education can be gauged more effectively than is possible in either the Initial 
or Supplementary Report. 
 (Thomas,1990, p.3) 
Thus, an increased number of key agents in teacher education and education generally were alerted to 
the Ebbeck Report's proposals for change. An interview by this writer with a senior member of the 
QTEF revealed that a meeting was held with the then Queensland Minister for Education, Paul Braddy, 
to alert him to the extent and implications of the Working Party's recommendations (Interview 
Transcript 1, 1992)
1
. At that stage, it needs to be remembered, the Goss Labor Government had only 
recently been elected to office in Queensland with a strong political mandate to attend to education. 
The result of the meeting was the enlistment of Braddy into the emerging counter network. As the 
President of the QTEF remarked, 'Braddy was "primed" to block Ebbeck [at the upcoming June AEC 
meeting]' (Interview Transcript 1, 1992, p.2). In this development can be seen a clash between two 
technologies of power--one circulating through the AEC and the Commonwealth, the other through the 
Queensland State Government--each with its own program for the government of teacher education. 
 
The recalcitrance of those groups whose conduct the Working Party sought to conduct, and their 
alignment by particularly the QTEF into a counter-network, resulted in a strategic reversal of the power 
relations of government (Gordon, 1991, p. 5) at this point. This saw the AEC discussion of the Ebbeck 
Report postponed to the December meeting of the AEC that same year (i.e.1990). The power networks 
running through these technologies of government were thus able to circulate ever more widely. 
 
 
From Queensland: A Counter Programme in the Government of Teacher Education 
 
In Queensland, the network of opposition to the Ebbeck Report enrolled an increasing number of key 
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agents from within teacher education and the State Department of Education more generally. This led 
to the establishment of the Queensland Coalition for Teacher Education (QCTE). During the six 
months from the June to December 1990 meeting of the AEC both this group and representatives from 
the Working Party were active in attempting to persuade and cajole others to enlist in their respective 
schemes for teacher education. Interestingly, the complexity of the exercise of power in these various 
bids did not exclude both of these groups from enlisting or attempting to enlist one another into their 
networks of power. The QCTE, for instance, had as one of its primary objectives the negotiation with 
the Commonwealth of a "Queensland approach" to pre-service teacher education. This package 
consisted of a variety of models but featured a 'four year, pre-service program leading to provisional 
registration followed by a systematic period of induction leading to full registration' (Muldoon,1990, 
p.1). Clearly, there was an attempt here at consonance of argument which would seem to suggest that 
the alignment of groups in Queensland were coming to view the problems of the Working Party in an 
allied way and their respective fates as in some way bound up together (Miller and Rose, 1990, p.10). 
 
At the same time, though, and in preparation for the uncertain, the QCTE was in close contact with 
Braddy (Muldoon,1990, p.1) throughout the months leading up to the December meeting of the AEC. 
As it turned out, however, the confrontation expected at this meeting did not eventuate. The Ebbeck 
Report, as with many of the other attempts in the new policy ensemble in teacher education, was, in the 
words of the President of the QTEF, 'put on the backburner' (Interview Transcript 1, 1992, p.2).  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This paper has noted that the field of teacher education in Australia has been the site of a considerable 
degree of policy activity in recent years. Marking off the various policy texts which make up this 
ensemble from earlier policies in this area of education has been a theme of cost efficiency and national 
reconstruction. This paper has argued that Michel Foucault's concept of 'governmentality' is useful for 
understanding the discursive conditions which produce such themes in policy and for identifying the 
mechanisms which allow such concerns to shape the lives of individuals and associations. A major 
advantage of analysing the activity or practice of government in this way is that it refuses the reduction of 
political power to the actions of a state; instead, it draws attention to the diversity of forces and groups 
that have, in heterogenous ways, sought to regulate the lives and conditions of people's existence in 
pursuit of various goals such as that of national reconstruction.  Analytical frameworks of 
governmentality developed by a number of writers working within this perspective were also discussed. 
In this context, it was seen that governmentality has a 'programmatic', 'discursive' and 'technological' 
character. Finally, in a focus on the technological character of one governmental programme making up 
the new policy ensemble in teacher education, the paper used a microphysics of power to analyse the 
attempt to install the AEC commissioned report Teacher Education in Australia. As a technology of 
power, this governmental programme acted upon and through an open set of practical and ethical 
possibilities. The effect, necessarily local, contingent and piecemeal, was the production of a 
counter-politics which saw the relations of power strategically reversed. The result was the failure of the 
Ebbeck Report as a particular instance of reason of the state. The use of Foucault's concept of 
governmentality to analyse this activity provides a better grasp of the nature of present realities than that 
offered by a phobic representation of a potentially totalitarian state. In turn, it provides a more 
informed basis for practical choice and imagination. 
 
 
NOTES 
 
1.Quotes are taken from numbered transcripts of interviews conducted with some of the key agents 
involved in the production of policies in the new ensemble in teacher education. Quotes are 
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indicated in the text as Interview Transcript, year, page. 
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